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Dear Seth: 

I apologize.for the delay in responding to your letter of 
July 16, 1999. Both Mr. Remerand I have been very busy with 
some other pressing matters during the past few weeks, so I have 
only now gotten a chance to put together this response to the 

- follow-up questions raised in your letter'. Let me attempt to ' 

address each of the questions you asked in turn. 

1. First, you asked for any additional information Mr. 
Remer might have,to further substantiate his assertion that his 
and The Primacy ,Groupls charges to Councilman Vargasl state 
committee were consistent with the "prevailing fees charged 'in 
the industry. ( I '  In,particular, you asked for information 
regarding Mr. Remer's charges to any other San Diego city council 
candidates. 

'As a general matter, it can be very difficult to make 
comparisons between'the consulting fees charged to various 
clients. Obviously', the fee will depend in large part on the . 

amount of work the consultant is expected to perform and the 
tasks'he or she agrees to handle; the scope of work can vary'from' 
merely overseeing the campaign and providing political and 
strategic advice to serving as an almost. full-time campaign 
manager and provider of such services as campaign Treasurer and 
fundraising coordinator, media advertising, direct mail, ballot 
arguments, press interactions, polling supervision, :hiring.of 
campaign workers; and supplying campaign off.ice space. Most 
political clients desire an arrangement'that falls somewhere 
within those extremes, and the details of - and fees for - such 
services are negotiated individually with each prospective 
client 

Beyond these differences in the scope of services provided, 
many other factors enter into the negotiations over a political 
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. consu1tantl.s fee. This can be'a very competitive market, and 
consultants will often adjust'their fees not only to take into 
account the clients' ability to pay (challengers without 
substantial personal funds to draw.upon, for example, .are almost 
invariably less likely to be able to pay as much as' incumbents), 
but also their likelihood of success and, relatedly, the 
consultant'.s prospects for developing an ongoing business 
relationship with those clients in future campaigns. Sometimes 
(believe it or not), consultants may even allow thei\r own 
personal and political views to influence the fees they are 
prepared to charge a given candidate, being willing to work at a 
greater financial sacrifice for.'a candidate whom they genuinely 
admire and whose views they.strongly support., 

We include this introduction merely to emphasize that it is 
very difficult to draw direct comparisons among the fees charged 
by consultants to different clients, because they are affected by 
, a  host of variables, many of which may not be readily apparent to 
the outside observer without further information. 

With that caveat in mind, Mr. Remer and The Primacy Group 
have only represented one other incumbent San Diego City 
Councilmember in a bid for re-election during the past two 
election cycles: Councilmember George Stevens. Unfortunately for 
present purposes, The Primacy Group's role in Mr. Stevens'. 
campaign, and the circumstances of that election, were markedly 
different than those involved in Councilman Vargas' 1998 re- 
election campaign: 

+ Primacy'Group did n o t  serve as Campaign Treasurer; + Primacy Group did not hire or supervise any campaign 
staff ; + Primacy Group did not  provide the campaign with any 
office space; + Primacy Group did not develop the campaign strategy, 
identify the campaign themes and media messages, 
develop the campaign plan, or prepare the campaign 
budget; 
Primacy Group did not prepare 'Councilmember Stevens' 
ballot statements; and 
Councilmember Stevens never appeared to face any 
potentially serious opposition candidate. 

\ 

+ 
+ 

\ 

In contrast to the full range of campaign services provided 
to Councilmember Vargas, The Primacy Group's work on behalf of 
Councilmember Stevens' re-election bid consisted primarily of 
attending four or five lunch-time campaign meetings to discuss 
endorsements, organizing volunteers, and precinct walking. In 
addition, Mr. Remer assisted in the preparation of a single piece ' 

of campaign literature that detailed Councilmember Stevens' 
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accomplishments in office. For this work, Primacy Group charged 
a flat $2,000 fee. 

In an effort to provide you with a more direct basis for 
comparison of the consulting fees Primacy Group charged for 
Councilmember Vargas' 1998 re-election campaign with those paid 
by other San Diego city council candidates, Mr. Remer obtained 
copies of the campaign expenditure disclosure reports for two 
other incumbent city councilmembers who were running for re- 
election in that same,election: Valerie Stallings and Byron Wear. 
Pertinent pages from those campaign reports are attached hereto, 
and the complete reports may be obtained from the City Clerk's 

. office. Those expenditure reports reveal: 

+ Councilmember'Stallings retained the consulting firm of 
Campaign Strategies, whom she paid a $4,000. fee 
(presumably monthly) for'professional services on four . 
separate occasions between March 18, 1998, and June 30, 
1998; and 

+ Councilmember Wear retained the consulting firm of 
Schuman, Hoy & Associates, whom he' paid the sum of at 
least $34,761 for professional services between March 
18, 1998, and June 30, 1998. 

Lastly, as a further indication of the prevailing fees 
charged "in the industry," I asked Mr. Remer to compile for me a 
summary of the consulting fees he and Primacy Group charged to 
other clients during the 1998 election cycle. As you can see, 
the fees charged to Councilmember Vargas are completely in line 
with, if not at the lower end, of the consulting fees and 
compensation received by Primacy Group from these other clients, 
particularly when you compare the different range of services 
provided: 

. .  



Seth Row, Esq. 
August 20, 1999 
Page 4 

2'. Secondly, you asked for further information regarding 
the debts owed to Primacy Group by other candidates .. . 
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3. You asked for more information regarding the progress 
so far in the repayment of the’vargas for Congress ‘96 debt. As 
of this date, approximately $15,000 has.been raised by the 
Committee, and $12,500 has been paid to Primacy Group to reduce ’ 

the outstanding debt. Both Councilmember Vargas and Mr. Remer . 

anticipate and are hopeful that the remainder of the Primacy 
Group debt will be paid in full within the next few months,’with 
a mid-Fall timetable. 

4. Finally, you inquired about the circumstances’ 
surrounding Mr. Remer’s and his wife’s contribution to Vargas for 
Congress ‘96 in November, 1998. As you may able to surmise from 
the information provided above, Mr. Remer and Primacy Group had a 
very successful year in 1998, both politically (winning almost 
every race) and financially. Moreover, Mr. Remer and his wife 
are supporters (and friends) of Councilmember Vargas; they agree 
with his politics and very much admire his efforts in public 
office. Finding themselves in the financial position to be able 
to afford it, Mr. Remer and his wife wanted to make a substantial 
contribut,ion to Councilmember Vargas’ congressional campaign 
committee - just as they had contributed to other candidates and 
ballot measures over the years - and wanted to assist the 
committee in paying down’its debt. 

’The Remers’ contribution was not made with the intent simply 
to move money from “their right pocket to their left pocket,” 
i.e., with the expectation that it.would be returned right to 
them as partial payment for the debt owed to The Primacy Group. 
Mr. Remer was confident that the.-Primacy Group debt would be 
repaid as soon as Councilmember Vargas was in a position to raise 
funds to do so. Rather, the Remers were aware that the Vargas 
for Congress ‘96 committee had other outstanding debts, with 
money owed to other individuals - most specifically, t o .  
Councilmember Vargas himself - who were not in a comparable 
position of being able to afford to await re-payment. 

h 



Seth Row, Esq. 
August 20, 1999 
Page 6 

Accordingly, neither Mr. Remer nor Councilmember Vargas - nor, 
to their knowledge, any other creditor of the committee - saw 
anything unreasonable or inappropriate in the Remers’ 
contribution being used to repay Councilmember Vargas for a 
portion of the debt owed to him. 

I hope that this additional information proves helpful to 
you and the Commission. Again, I apologize for the delay in ’ 

getting.this response to you, and 1-hope that you it will not 
hinder you in resolving this matter as expeditiously as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 

Fredric Do .Woocher 
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